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This study investigated kindergarten children's self-regulated learning under certain

conditions. The first purpose of this study was to investigate the kinds of self-regulated learning

strategies forty kindergarten children used related to effective problem-solving. The second

purpose was to gain insight into these children's awareness of self-regulated behaviors.

This study is theoretically important for two reasons. First, recently many papers and

articles related to active and meaningful learning focusing on personal responsibility have yielded

significant research and theorizing concerning self-regulated learning (Gorrell, Hwang, & Chung,

1996; Zimmerman, 1990). Broadly defined, self-regulated learning refers to the process through

which individuals direct and integrate their awareness, behaviors, and motivation to optimize their

learning or to reach their goals (Zimmerman, 1990). A considerable body of research makes

evident that self-regulated learning is highly related to the quality of learning, performance,

successful adaptation to school, and academic achievement (Deci, 1996; Waters, 1982). However,

compared to the numerous studies on self-regulated learning in older students and adults, there

has been little research on young children's self-regulated learning and their knowledge of self-

regulation (Hoard & Clark ffI, 1992; Kopp, 1982; Mischel & Patterson, 1979). Therefore, our

understanding of kindergarten children's self-regulated learning is still largely based on research

concerning self-regulated learning with older students and adults (Hoard & Clark III, 1992). To

truly understand what it means to become a self-regulated learner, studies need to examine

beyond young adults, including young children's self-regulated learning.

Secondly, there is some disagreement about the extent to which young children can be

aware of what they do and the extent to which they exhibit the important components of self-

regulation. Some studies (Kreutzer, Leonard & Flavell, 1975; Masur, McIntyre, & Flavell, 1973;
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Piaget, 1970) have sugeested that young children are limited in their abilities to distinguish

between awareness and actual use of learning strategies. In contrast, other studies (Mohanty &

Hejamadi, 1992; Wellman, 1977; Wellman, 1992; Wellman & Johnson, 1979) suggest that

children as young as four years understand causal relations between beliefs and actions. Since

these studies typically investigate average kindergarten children, the range of self-regulated

behaviors in kindergarten children may be too narrowly represented. Thus, studies need to go

beyond simply looking at average children in average settings. This study helps us have a clearer

understanding of kindergarten children's self-regulated learning by investigating high and low self-

regulated children's performance on a task and their awareness of factors that enabled them to be

successful on the task.

The need for interviews and observations for this study. In order to have a better

understanding of young children's self-regulated learning, I interviewed children at varied settings.

A number of recent studies have used interview techniques in order to obtain rich information

about young children. Interviewing is one of the best ways to use specially when the researcher

cannot directly observe behavior, feelings, thoughts, and perceptions (Merriam, 1998; Patton,

1990). Since one of the characteristics of self-regulated learning is cognition about one's own

cognitive status, using an interviewing technique was necessary for providing children the

opportunity to talk about their own thinking, ideas and strategies.

There are many different forms of interviewing, such as descriptive questions, structural

questions, and contrast questions (Spradley, 1980). Depending on the research questions, the type

of interview forms should be selected. However, the majority of the study was dependent on

responses to a checklist containing various physical, cognitive, emotional, and interpersonal traits
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(Sanders & Graham, 1995). Kreutzer, Leonard, and Flavell (1975) interviewed children giving

them choices for their responses wherein the children did not reveal their individual thinking

processes. Another study (Gorrell, Hwang, & Chung, 1996) presented hypothetical situations and

asked children to indicate one of two possible courses of action and their reasons for choosing it.

A limitation of the Gorrell, Hwang, and Chung study is that it used limited hypothetical situations

to probe kindergarten children's knowledge of self-regulation. Frey and Ruble (1987) mention the

limitation of closed-ended questions that give the children limited choices and few opportunities

to respond further to questions. According to Merriam (1998), less structure and more open-

ended interviewing allow researcher to access participants' perspectives and understandings of the

world. Since this study included an explorative character to investigate kindergarten children's

self-regulated learning, I used open-ended and less structured interview technique.

Methods

Participants

Forty kindergarten children were selected as participants in this study. All forty children

attend a primary school (764 children in grades K-1) located in the Southeastern United States.

There were 22 boys and 18 girls. The participants, representing the largest concentration of low

or middle class, was 92.5% Caucasian and 7.5% African American. Descriptive information about

the 40 children interviewed is presented in Table 1.

To select the participants, ten kindergarten classroom teachers were given the information

about what self-regulated learners are and then identified high (HSR) and low self-regulated

(LSR) students in their classroom. According to recent literature, the accuracy of teacher's rating

of children's abilities has been found to be reliable (Henderson & Hall, 1982; Keogh, Sugden,
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Reynard, & Calking, 1979; Weiss & Horn, 1990). I observed all children identified by the teachers

without knowing who had been designated as low or high in self-regulation, and also classified

them high or low self-regulated based upon extensive observations (about fifteen hours per a child

over a 3-month period) in the classroom. I matched the teachers' nominations with my

classification and then chose forty children (21 high and 19 low self-regulated learners) from those

about whom the teachers and I agreed.

Instrumentation

A Self-Directed Learning (SDL) Task. This instrument was designed by Glaubman (1977)

to test the quality of kindergarten children's self-directed learning. The SDL apparatus consists of

9 screws, 9 bolts and 9 matching holes in increasing sizes, from 6/32" to 3/4" in diameter on a

specially prepared wooden stand for the purpose of eliciting self-direction behaviors. The holes

are set in two lines, the smaller 5 as upper line from the smaller on the left to the larger to the

right, and 4 bigger ones on the lower line, also arranged form left to right. The smallest hole is at

the upper line left, and the largest hole is at the lower line right. The bottom of the wooden stand

is 5" on 8", 3/4" thick, and the upright board, 6" height on 8" width, 3/4" thick, sunk into the

middle of the bottom, to an upside down T shape.

Interviews. While the children were conducting the SDL task, I asked them the reasons for

their performances. The children were asked to talk aloud and verbally explain to the researcher

what they were thinking and how they were doing while in action, and were probed to examine

their knowledge of their self-regulated learning. Examples of the interview are as follows:"Why

did you put this in here? Can you tell me why?", "Why makes you put this one

here?", and "How did you know that is the right place?" After the children finished their
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performances, I asked them to evaluate their work ("What do you think what you did?).

When children asked for help, they were encouraged and probed to try and carry on completing

the task in spite of difficulties, but did not receive any intervention or explanations of how things

should be done, for example, "Keep on trying or you can do it. Don't give up".

Procedure

The items of the SDL apparatus were arranged on a table in a quiet room at the school.

The wooden stand with 9 holes of various sizes punched into it, and the 9 screws and nuts

disassembled to fit into the holes were lying in a mixed arrangement near the board, all lying

slightly apart from each other, but in a position that allowed the child to check, handle, and play

with the materials freely.

Children were invited individually to enter the room and approach the table and were

allowed to arrange these objects for touching, checking and playing. I stayed a distance from the

child, to observe his or her curiosity and activities with the objects. After about two minutes, I

came to the table and asked the child to put all things together in the right places on the wooden

board. However, in order to investigate the children's own initiation of the task, I was careful not

to tell them exactly what they had to do ("Can you put all things together in the right places on

the wooden board?"). Children were observed, interviewed and video taped while performing this

task. All of their behaviors and interviews were transcribed, and described by the experimenter.

The interviews and children's performances lasted approximately 15 minutes.
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Results

Forty children participated in the SDL task: twenty one were judged to be HSRLs (High

Self-Regulated Learners) and nineteen were judged to be LSRLs (Low Self-Regulated Learners).

Twenty four children (19 HSRLs and 5 LSRLs) completed the SDL task successfully. They put a

proper size bolt in each of the nine holes on a wooden board and screwed a proper size nut onto

each bolt.

The Characteristics of the Children's Performances

From observation of children's performing the SDL task, several themes emerged that

tended to center around the following issues: planning, monitoring, and performing. I watched

each child's video tape in the SDL task, transcribed their comments, described their behaviors,

and measured their time spent on planning, monitoring, and performance.

Planning by successful problem solvers. The most common activity for the successful

problem solvers was spending much more time (27% of the total time) on planning their

problem-solving actions, such as examining items on the table, looking, touching, sorting items as

a kind, and thinking than unsuccessful children (4%). Both successful HSRLs and LSRLs spent

27% of the total time for planning. The unsuccessful HSRLs spent 13% of the total time on

planning, whereas the unsuccessful LSRLs spent 3%.

The successful children spent most of their time planning before starting performance.

During their planning time, the children seemed to figure out what the task was about, the

character of the problems, and set goals to master the task through the planning processes. As

they understood their goals for the task, children planned the best way to reach their goals.

For example, before starting to perform the task, Jimmy was researching the items on the
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table, looking and touching each bolt, the nut, and the hole "to see where each one has to go."

He propped his head in his hand to think and looked at each item carefully. He put the

nuts in the order by size form the smallest to the biggest. He held his head with one hand

in order to think, counted the nuts three times, and looked at the nuts, the bolts, and the

holes in turns.

After ,figuring out the relationship among items, Jimmy started to perform the task based

upon his strategy ("small to big") for reaching his goal ("put them together in the right places by

the order.").

In another example, before carrying out the task, Terry touched every each item on the

table to figure out what to do. She discovered that each bolt had a particular hole ("that [#9 bolt]

was biggest one and that [#9 hole] was biggest hole"); there was order in each item size ("this [#2

nut] is the bigger one that this [#1 nut]."). She started to put the bolts into the holes from the

largest to the smallest and then screwed the nuts onto the bolts from the largest to the smallest

(C16, 1-130). Each step of her performance contributed to building up the whole task according

to her planning. Just like Terry, successful children combined the small parts of their activities to

make a whole related to their goals.

The planning processes seemed to play an important role in effective problem solving

processes related with other processes such as evaluation and monitoring processes. For example,

Alan approached the task by putting bolts into holes and screwing the nuts onto the bolts at the

same time from the largest to the smallest. He seemed to understand the relationship among the

bolts, nuts, and holes and to have a clear understanding of the overall task ("each hole has a

particular size of nut and bolt that fit with it.") His understanding of the character of the task and
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overall goal became the criteria which gave him clear directions when he was involved in

evaluation and monitoring processes. Because of an initial mistake, he kept making other

mistakes. He picked up the last nut (#2) to screw it onto the #3 bolt and figured out that he had a

problem ( "It didn't go in"). Without a clear overall goal for the task, just like other unsuccessful

children, he might blame his mistakes to the lack of bolt or nut and did not spend to examine his

problems. However, he kept looking and thinking in order to figure out what his problems were.

He used monitoring processes to connect what he had done to his overall goal (put them together

in the right places). He took out the #3 nut from the #2 bolt and screwed the nut onto the #3 bolt

and kept revising the arrangement of nuts and bolts until he completed the task.

The successful children seemed to figure out what the task was about and how they were

going to reach their goals effectively during this planning period. Their understanding of the

nature of the task and their knowledgements of clear whole goals supplied them with standards

for guidance of their effective problem-solving through the entire time, related to other self-

regulatory processes such as monitoring and evaluation processes.

Monitoring by successful problem solvers. Successful problem solvers made sure what

they were doing was the right step for their whole plans. In order to perform the task successfully,

they kept checking each individual right step against their plans or goals and used their knowledge

and understanding of the task as a basis for this monitoring process. Their performances were

built up gradually toward their goals through careful and effective monitoring processes.

Successful children used monitoring process more frequently and spent much more time on this

process than unsuccessful children. The successful HSRLs spent 15% of the total time for

monitoring; the successful LSRLs spent 9%. Compared to the successful groups, the unsuccessful

1 0



10

children spent statistical and significant less time on monitoring (HSRLs = 2 % of the total time,

LSRLs = 5 %) than the successfill children. This monitoring process occurred with various types

of behavior at different time during the entire process of problem-solving..

When they had problems, successful children stopped doing their performances to

investigate their problems using monitoring process. They checked what they had done related to

their understanding of the nature of the task. Sometimes they reflected their whole task plans to

check what they did.

After John put the #3 bolt into the #4 hole, he put the #2 bolt into the #3 hole and put the

41 bolt into the #2 hole. He tried to find the bolt for the #1 hole and picked up the

remaining bolt (#4) to try to put it into the #1 hole and said, "it's not good. Not fit.

Where's another one?" He started to check each bolt on the wooden board from the

bigeest to the smallest and self-talked, "Big, big, medium, little, little, little, little, little".

He took the #3 bolt out from the #4 hole and put the #4 bolt into the hole (#4).

Although he could have blamed his problem on the lack of items like some unsuccessful

children did, John was aware of that he had a problem ("it's not good. Not fit."). Active

interaction among various different components of self-regulated learning process such as self-

evaluation, monitoring, understanding of the whole task leaded John to understand his problem.

Accurate and sophisticated self-evaluation process occurred in based upon John's understanding

of the relationship between present problem condition and his understanding of the whole task.

Like John, the most successful children were aware of their problems and used monitoring

processes concerning the whole task to solve their problem.

Sometimes they stopped trying to solve the problem, moved to the next step, and came

11



11

back to the previous problem after finishing an easier one first. In order to solve the problems,

children chose their best strategy through their monitoring process. The following example is part

of Dino's performance.

Dino screwed the #2 nut onto the #1 bolt in the #1 hole, then picked up the #3 nut,

and screwed that nut onto the 2 bolt. Then he picked up the #1 nut to try it on the

# 3 bolt in the #3 hole but the nut was too small for the bolt. He screwed the #1

nut onto the #1 bolt so the #1 bolt then had two nuts (the #2 nut and the #1).

When he became aware of his problem, he said, "Oh! Two. I didn't know here's

two." Dino took two nuts out from the #1 bolt and compared them to see which

one was bigger. He picked up the bigger nut (#2) and started to screw it onto the #

3 bolt. As the nut did not fit on the bolt, he stopped what he was doing and moved

to a new step. He picked up the 4 nut, screwed the nut onto the #4 bolt saying, "I

will try this one." Then he picked up the #5 nut, screwed it onto the #5 bolt in the

#5 hole, and came back to the previous problem he had with the 2 nut. He picked

up the two nuts that were left (#2 and #I), and then compared their sizes. Then he

compared the size of the #2 nut to that of the #3 nut on the #2 bolt. He took the

#3 nut from the #2 bolt and screwed the nut onto the #3 bolt in the #3 hole. He

was aware of his problem, saying, "This (the #3 nut) is too big for this one (#2

bolt)." He, then, screwed the #1 nut onto the #1 bolt and #2 nut onto the #2 bolt.

When he completed the whole task, he turned the board around to check the nuts

and the bolts on the wooden board.

When they were not sure, the successful children also used a review or checking strategy.
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They went back to previous work to check what they did right. They used a monitoring process

to connect what they did and what they were going to do.

Jimmy looked carefully over the remaining items and then picked up the #6 bolt and was

about to put it into the #6 hole. But he looked at his previous work (the #5 bolt on the #5

hole) and then took the #5 bolt out from the #5 hole and compared the #5 bolt to the #6

by holding them both up together and staring at them. Then he put the #5 bolt back into

the #5 hole and put the #6 bolt into the #6 hole. ("Why did you take it (5b) out?") "To see

which one is the skinniest."

Jimmy made sure that his performance was sure that his performance was leading to his

goal. By monitoring his progress based upon his understanding of the sequence for each item, he

was able to solve his problem. Like Jimmy, Bob also used a comparing strategy as an effective

and accurate way of problem-solving. He also used his understanding of the nature of the task

(same size among items) to monitor his performance.

Bob compared the two nuts' sizes (#3 and #2). (What are you doing?) "Take it out to see

they are the same size." Then he screwed the #3 nut onto the #3 bolt and screwed the #2

nut onto the #2 bolt.

Children also used monitoring processes before proceeding from one step to the next in

solving the problem. At this time, children wanted to check if the connection between what they

were going to do and their understanding of the nature of the task was right. For example, before

taking a new action, Jimmy each time looked at a particular item and compared it to other items

on the table to see whether it was "the right size." He figured out that the holes, the bolts, and the

nuts had "to be same sizes." "To put them in the right places," Jimmy "looked for the size (of the
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each bolt) to the same as the hole."

Sometimes children used monitoring strategies after carrying out their performances. After

performing, some of the children turned the wooden board around and inspected the bolts and

nuts by spinning them to make sure they were the correct bolts and nuts. They used monitoring

processes to be sure what they did was right related to the whole task. Children were

continuously assessing their performances based upon their understanding of the whole task. They

made decisions about whether their performances were right or not through this evaluation

process. Monitoring process kept working with evaluation and planning processes until reaching

their goals.

The characters of the unsuccessful problem solvers. Generally, unsuccessful children spent

most of their time on perforining rather than on planning, monitoring, evaluation. The successful

children (60% of the total time) spent much less time on performance than the unsuccessful

children (91%). Without any consideration of the characteristic of the task, the unsuccessful

children jumped immediately into the task and tried many different ways to put items on the

wooden board. Their performances were conducted by trial and error. Although they seemed to

figure out that they had to put the bolt into the hole and to screw the nut onto the bolt, they did

not have understandings of the overall goal of task. Their performances were not connected to

each other but were separate elements. While successful children's actions were driven by being

aware of the relationship between the conditions and goals of the whole task, unsuccessful

children's performances were based upon the conditions of the present problem.

As soon as he sat down, Bruce started to put the bolts into the holes and kept making

mistakes. As the #8 bolt did not fit into the #7 hole, he put the bolt down on the table,
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picked up other bolt (#5 ), and put it into the #7 hole. He randomly picked up bolts to put

them into the holes. He seemed to understand that bolts had to be into the holes.

However, he did not figure out that each hole has one bolt of the right size and one nut of

the right size, and that there was an orderly sequence of size differences. Therefore, each

of his actions were directed by disconnected sub-goal ("fit it in here") rather than by

overall goal. When he had a problem putting the #3 bolt into the #2 hole, he started to hit

the head of the bolt with the #9 bolt. He tried really hard to complete each of his sub-goals

("to fit") without planning or monitoring.

In another example, Rachel was remarkably consistent and persistent in putting the bolts

and the nuts together without understanding the whole task. Sometime she got it right, but soon

changed her performance, and made a mistake. She understood that she had to find out the right

hole for each bolt and nut. However, because she did not figure out the whole relationship among

the items, each of her performances was not related to the whole task. She did not reflect on what

she did but spent a lot of time and lost her direction.

Rachel put the #3 bolt into the #5 hole, tried to put the #5 bolt into the #4 hole and put the

bolt down, put the #1 bolt into the #4 hole, put the #2 bolt into the #3 hole, tried to screw

the #3 nut onto the #3 bolt but took the nut out, put the #4 nut on the #3 bolt, tried to put

the #7 bolt into the several holes and put it into the #8 hole. (How did you find out?) "I

found it was right hole and it fits right there." She kept making mistakes.

Most of the children seemed not to be aware of their mistakes. They blamed their mistakes

on the lack of holes or bolts ("I need a little bitty one."; "None of these didn't match with that."

"You should've made this hole bigger."). These response indicate that they did not understand the
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character of the task and did not have a clear overall goal for the task, focusing on separating

elements, instead. They simply proceeded one step at a time. Each time they picked up a new

item, they seemed to start over. They did not seem to see a connection between what they just did

and the next part of the task. Their performances did not link to each other. Their evaluation and

monitoring processes were based upon disconnected temporary goal rather than the whole of the

task and the understanding the relationship among bolts, nuts, and holes. As a result, they dug

themselves into a deeper and deeper hole, without standing back to see if what they were doing

made sense. This kind of behavior occurs very frequently.

The unsuccessful children's distractions. In general, the unsuCcessful children did not

focus well on the task while they were performing. They seemed to be distracted by other things

which they experienced or reminded them the items of the task.

While Lynda was screwing the nut onto the bolt, she brought up a different topic: "I went

to my friend's house. My mom went to work." After little while, she talked to me again

while trying to screw another nut onto the another bolt: "Do you know what is my belt? (I

don't know.) I have a blue belt. I'm taking karate. I will be a red belt soon and then black

belt."

They were interested in other things while they were working on the task. While the

successful children concentrated on their performances or the task, the unsuccessful children

asked me many questions which were not related to the task:"Where is Mrs. Brown? Where is

she? (I don't know)... What are you doing?"

Dennis picked up the #1 nut and tried to screw it on the several bolts (#5, #4, and #3).

While he was trying to screw the nut on the bolts, Dennis started to talk to me, "where
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this things came from?" (I made it.) Your daddy? (My husband and I made it together?)

Whose are these? Tools. Your daddy? (This is mine.)." He then picked up the #3 nut and

tried to screw it onto the #2 bolt.

Just like Dennis, many unsuccessful children were easily distracted by other stimuli in the

room and this curiosity or stimuli seemed to lead them away from focusing on his performance,

making them difficult to figure out the whole task.

Interviews about Their Own Performances

The successful child's awareness of size. One of the major themes about the reasons of the

successful children's performances was their awareness of the size differences. Their

understanding of the same sizes among items helped them solve their problems and reach their

goals. Their awareness of size included not only their understanding of the relationship among

items but also their awareness of a whole picture of the task. The children's statements indicated

that they created a whole picture of the task and these understandings led them to solve their

problems effectively. When I asked him how to find out the nut (#7) for the bolt (#7), Johnwas

pointing at each bolt and the nut from the biggest to the smallest, saying the following.

"Because I know big, big, big. Now this one (#6 nut) goes here. This is medium." John

screwed the #6 nut onto the #6 bolt, started to point at all bolts from the biggest to the

smallest, saying, "big, big, medium, medium, medium, small, small, small, little."

John seemed to understand the whole task and use these awareness for the next step of his

performance. Although he did not use accurate words for each size of the bolt, John seemed to

understand and have concepts of size and order in each item and to connect this knowledgements

with solving problems. His statements also indicated that he used reflective cognition on what he
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did before related to his understanding of the whole task.

Like John, most of the successful children utilized all of their understandings, such as size

differences, size order, and sameness among the items, in order to reach their goals. Their

awareness of the character of the task became the fundamental resource for them to solve their

problems effectively and accurately.

The unsuccessful children's statements about their performances. The unsuccessful

children's statements were very simple, indicating that they understood the size difference in each

item and that their performances were based upon their understanding of the size differences

among the items. However, where the successful children integrated their awareness of the size

differences with the whole task, unsuccessful children were aware of the size relationship among

items without considering the whole task. While Dennis screwed the #6 nut onto the #5 bolt, I

gave him a question.

Interviewer : Why did you put this one here?

Dennis : It matches.

Interviewer : How did you know it matched?

Dennis : Because of size.

When Dennis picked up the #3 nut and put it into the #6 hole, I gave him another

question.

Interviewer : Why did you put this one (#2 nut) here (#6 hole)?

Dennis : Because none of these didn't match with that (#6 hole).

Dennis was conducting his performances based upon considering matching size. However,

most of the time, he did not recognize that he had problems. After he tried putting different sizes
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of the bolts into the # 6 hole, he picked up the #2 nut to put into the #6 hole. He kept using a trial

and error approach to perform the task without considering the whole task and assessed his

problems to the problems of the task ("those two are missing"), indicating that his evaluation was

based upon a disconnected temporary goal from the whole task.

In a similar manner, Charles seemed to understand the same size between items. However,

he showed a lack of the awareness of the characteristics of the whole task. He seemed not to

analyze the task so his performance became isolated from his whole concept of the task.

Why did you put this one here?

Charles: Because this (4n) small and that one (lb) small.

Because that one (9n) big and that one (6b) looked like big.

The majority of the unsuccessful children understood that they had to consider the size to

complete the task. However, their descriptions expressed only one-to-one correspondences,

considering two dimensions (the bolts and the holes, or the bolts and the nuts) rather than three

dimensions (the bolts, the nuts, and the holes). Even though few children were aware of the same

size among items, they did not state the whole task, not being aware of their problems.

I did a good job. One common pattern to both the successful and the unsuccessful

children's evaluations about their performances was that they thought they "did a good job" or

"did right." However, there were differences in the reasons for their evaluation about their works.

Successful children typically assessed their activities in terms of their awareness of their

cognitive strategies while none of unsuccessful children showed reflection on their strategies. The

successful children' reasons indicated that they used metacognitive strategies to complete the task

successffilly. For example, Stephanie checked the bolts and the nuts on the wooden board to
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assess her work.

Interviewer : How do you think you did?

Stephanie : I got it right because I put them from small to large.

When evaluating her performance, Stephanie reflected how she completed her task. She

attributed her successful work to her strategy of arranging items according to size. She used a

metacognitive process to think about her thinking of how to complete the task for evaluating her

work.

Children's reasons for their actions showed that each child used different strategies to

complete the task. While Dino carried the task "from littlest to the biggest," Jerald "put all things

together in the right place from big to little." In Jerald's case, he showed the interactive influence

of his own evaluation and awareness of the cognitive nature of his performance: "I did

right....because I was thinking." In a similar vein, Jerry showed his reflection about his cognitive

process: "I put them (bolts and nuts) in the right places because I was thinking about what I was

doing."

Successful children also mentioned their understanding of the character ofthe task. Scott

was aware of the whole task to complete his task and this awareness became the criterion for his

evaluation of his work.

"I did a good job because I did all the screws are the same sizes as those (nuts). Holes are

the same sizes as these."

In contrast, unsuccessful children tended to resort to external explanations or to

justifications for not quite completing the task. One child, for example, attributed her "good job"

to her association of it with a limited prior experience rather than to the internal conditions of the
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current task ("because I saw my dad working on the car."). Two others attributed their

incomplete performances to "you should've made this hole bigger" and "we can make one more

hole for this (left over bolt)."

Conclusion

Kindergarten children's self-regulated learning often has been thought of as being limited

because young children overestimate their knowledge and engage in relatively little monitoring of

their own cognitive processes (Flavell, Friedrichs, & Hoyt, 1970; Stipek & Tannatt, 1984; Paris &

Newman, 1990; Zimmerman, 1990). In keeping with the findings of studies conducted with older

students, this study found that the successful children tended to use various self-regulated learning

strategies such as planning, monitoring, metacogntion, self-evaluation more frequently than did

the unsuccessful children.

Overall, there were significant differences in time spent on planning, monitoring, and

performance between the successful and the unsuccessful children. While the unsuccessful

children spent most of their time performing, the successful children spent a great portion of time

planning and monitoring rather than just trying to put items together. The successful children's

performances were based upon their understanding of not only the nature of each item but also

the relationship among items (bolts, holes, and nuts). They used the integrated processes of the

elements of self-regulated learning toward solving or completing the task related to their

understanding of the whole task. On the other hand, the unsuccessful children's statements depict

that they performed the task with temporary goals. They used some of self-regulated learning

progresses in a limited and disconnected way based upon this present subgoal while successful

children worked with a clear goal. Even though sometimes showing planning, monitoring, self-
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evaluation, and interest, the unsuccessful children could not complete their performance

successffilly because of a lack of integrating all elements of self-regulated learning toward to the

ultimate goals.
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Table 1

Descriptive Data for 40 Children

Alias Gender Race SRL
Level

Performance
on Task

1 Jimmy M W High S
2 Jerald M W High S
3 Scott M W High S
4 John M W High S
5 Alan M W High S
6 Shannon M W High S
7 Mark M W High S
8 Kop M W High U
9 Cris M W High S
10 Dino M W High S
11 Jill F W High S
12 Carol F W High S
13 Beth F W High S
14 Stephani F W High S
15 Kelly F W High S
16 Teny F W High S
17 Don F W High S
18 Nansey F W High U
19 Christal F W High S
20 Candy F W High S
21 Mallissa F W High S
22 Dannis M W Low U
23 Robert M W Low U
24 Bruce M B Low U
25 Tommy M W Low S
26 Mick M W Low U
27 Erick M W Low U
28 Chen M W Low U
29 Tony M W Low S
30 Jeny M W Low S
31 Sam M W Low S
32 Lorri F B Low U
33 Rodney M W Low U
34 Bob M W Low S
35 Emma F W Low U
36 Ann F W Low U
37 Rachel F B Low U
38 Lynnda F W Low U
39 Sharon F W Low U
40 Ammy F W Low U

Note. S = Successful; U= Unsuccessful.



0. DOCU

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

ENT IDENTIFICATION:

(Specific Document)

),]

Title: Vrbiktr4,- So (1r. Pep. CbratrA44 Lott e h 0"--6/ ( K.)

i otteve"..4e4A, tav,e,".

sci rev..

Author(s): Vou 6.1 S (dt HLAJ " ("76)

Corporate Source:
A bug; Co" 6-cide 04-rov-q-CI AsSo Sa tva

.

31
Com -cere.44--02-

Publication Date:

("8
00. F1EPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level

eiC5 Check here for Level 1 release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche or other

,C01 ERIC archival media (e.g., electronic) and paper
copy.

Sign
here,-)
please

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2A documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,

HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2A

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 2A

Check here for Level 2A release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche and In

electronic media for ERIC archival collection
subscribers only

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 28 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2B

\e

cfrtc`C'

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 2B

Check here for Level 2B release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.

I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

Signature:

4V\
Printed Name/Position/Title:

'?o'1rt Suk NWA46-1, Asirsit..* Prb fesse)'"
Organization/Addre . CS USI, r4vt. ych.tory 4 ca,s4
65-00 Un; versr4y Park-001 , 5a. ibern AvizVne CA q3.tb 3-

TejfAtnei FAX:

'ID4 -ego
E-yail Addresa,1
yhthlOal5 C.SIAS(7,

DayL.4.

(over)



III. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor: /00q-
Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Ail 14-
Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse: Karen E. Smith, Assistant Director
ERIC/EECE
Children' F Research Center
University of Illinois
51 Gerty Dr.
Champaign, IL 61820-7469

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

EFF-088 (Rev. 2/2000)

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
4483-A Forbes Boulevard
Lanham, Maryland 20706

Telephone: 301-552-4200
Toll Free: 800-799-3742

FAX: 301-552-4700
e-mail: ericfac@ineted.gov

WWW: http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com


